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FIGURE S9 | Relative abundance of thedominant (morethan 0.5 % of relativeabundance

in at least one sample) fungal families on grapevine leaves. Percentages of relative
abundance were determined for leaves of untreddedtiso(UNT), and plants treated with water
(H20), nutrient broth (NB) or laminarin (LAM) colleadgust before (TO) and one day after
(T1) Plasmopara viticola inoculation in the experiment 1 (A) and experim2iiB). Mean and
standard error values of three replicates (each@aml of two plants) were analyzed for each
treatment and time point. For each taxon, the sitgf the color gradient and letters reported
in the table indicate significant differences amdreptments and time points according to
Fisher’s testd = 0.05).



